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~reading comprehéension. One purpose of reading is objectification, in

which the reader is an interpreter and verifier of an author's "
synbolic representation of reality. In defining objectification
operationally, the basic linguistic units were described as '
propositions comprising arguments and .predicates. Drawing
implications from this operationalization, an experiment was designed
to compare response latencies.in a sSentence verification task, in
which sentences of the form "The dots are/are not red" were compared

.With visual’/displays. Sixty:un&ergraduates,particigated in a study’

comparing reading aloud, reading silently, and listening, under four

- conditions of match or mismatch between sentences and pictures. The

results indicated tbat reading aloud gives access to linguistic &
competence in a manner different from silent reading and listening.

- Comparisons of response latencies for the four information conditions

supported the proposed model of reading comprehension. (AR)
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_‘IIn order for a discipline to develop s}stematicity,'
it must’ develop what Kuhn' (1902) calls a "paradigm.™"
A paradlgm is a metatheofy whOSe pr1nc1pal functions
include: (I) providing a pr1nc1pled procedure for
gatherlng, ed1t1ng, 1nterpret1ng, and reporting data’
and (2) insuring that the data reflect wnat the researcher
purports to be 1nvest1 gating. In other_words, a paradlgm
provides the ground rules for a disciplines deciSions
of reliability ‘and validity. I

- Farr and Tuinman (1972) have argued that of all
the facets of)a paradlgm, the most 1mportant single
factor is- valldlty whlch in turn,. is contlngent
upon "the selectlon of the measure of the dependent
variable,™ .Simons (19?1) has noted that reading comprehension
"has been an indecipheréble process due to the inability of
readlng s paradigm to establish a. valid, dependent—
var1ab1e measure of comprehens1on. Simons (1971, pp.‘354-

355) laments:

/ /"- .
The current lack of descriptions of the mentaidprocess‘
involved in reading comprehension render it very
‘difficult to establish adequate behavioral criteria
for: successful comprehension, . - To put the problem
simply, it is almost impossible to conduct ‘fruitful
empirical research when there is a lack of nnowledge
of which behaviors prov1de the relevant measures of
the process under investigation. : :

Underlylncr Slmous' lament is the observatlon that
readlnc research has yet to estdbllsh adequate dependent
variables that yleld a’ valid qescxlptlon of compreﬂenslon

This, in turn, stems from the absence of criteria which

determlne-hhether or not a reader is comprehendlnﬂ.

In broader. terms, the reason why there is no

bread}ng-research paradlgm is’ that an adequate "operational

-
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definition" of reading has yet to be proposed. To . .’
define aephedomenon operationally, tWo'procedures .
are required: A researchcr must flrst select a set of
criteria which are assumed to comprlse a valid des~
cription of the phenomenon and, secondly, the researcher
must»transiate these criteria'into depeodent'variables-
which test for the presence of the pheoomenOn._ _

- Given that reading research has failed to develop
edequaté criteria of comprehehsiﬂo,.it has‘concomitantky S

[

failed to establish 4 valid operatio.al defiqition of

‘reéding. But why has reading research falled to develop

such criterla° Slmons (1971) has blamed the fact that

comprehens1on s a covert, ambiguous process, 1nexp11cably

intertwined with other }sychologlcal processes such as

motivation, memory, attentlon, and personallty. However,

there is a. much more slgnlflcant reason.l This stems

'from the fact that reading researchers and methodologlsts

-allke have been averly corncerned with the "whdt" of

readlnu and have largely over100ned the "why

Reading is a Janus, praﬂmatlc process.f It has
t ﬁ taces to be consldered the theoretical and the
methodologlcal .Definers of rea@ing.may'consider these
ﬁaces separatelynor in combination. Totpresent, researchers
éf readiog have doted on the question, "Whet to research g
in researching'reading5" ‘Practioners, likewise, have
nested in the correspondlnb questlon, "W?at to teach

1n ‘t;eachlmr reading?" In ashking these guestions, two ,

.1nterpretatlons of‘"what" are considered: (1)'what linguistic

unlts are assumed to be basic elements of reading and (2) -,

‘what cognltlve, neurologlpal operatlons of the mlnd

comprise this process.
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Were there but one llngu;stlc paradlgm for 1dent1fy1ng
the ba51c elements of language and but one psychologlcal o

_paradlgm for 1dent1fy1ng how the brain processes these .

.,,un1ts, readlng researchers would have llttle dlfflculty

1n deflnlng readlng. - But. there .are ‘many llnaulstlc and.

'/psychologlcal paradlgms,‘each identifying dlfferent llngulstlc

units as ba51c and different psychologlcal processes as

descriptive of comprehen51on. But how does a readlng

researcher know whlch of these paradlgms to .choos

selectlng his criteria for deflnlng readlng’ '

the problem-is Simply not selectlng cr1terla for

readlno but selectlng cr1ter1a for selectlnﬂ a paradlgm

from whlch to select criteria for defining readlng. ‘ ’
Reading researchers/hﬁve.largely resolved thé ouestiohf

of which paradlgm to adopt by invoking the Law of’ Recency

) which assumes that’ the most recent - paradlgm is the most

valid. But this strategy falls on two accounts' Flrst, '

,by the tlme reading researchers’ adopt a new paradlgm‘ |

and tallor 1t to the sult of readlnﬂ ‘the paradl gm 1tself has

become outdated (Psychollnvulstlc"research in readlncr 1s

a prlme example of thls ) :econdly, in the 1nstances where

. two paradigms of a dleclpllne, such as cogn1t1v1sm and

behaviorism in psycholo gy, progreSs at seemlngly egual

~rates, there is no partlcular réason for adoptlng one paradlgm

over the other,_as the Law of . Recency fails to- apply in

fthls case’. : . _

| A more adequate resolutlon of this problem resldes.
in asking the questlon, "wWiay read?" or "Why teach readlng’"
Unllke the means. questlon of "'hat " the "why" question is
‘an ends- questlon. Lovlcally, it is always easler to

establish criteria of means based upon some ends than it.
;L .

’

o
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is to evaluate means on the basis of means. Furthermore,
by raising the "why" ‘question, one must confront tLhe
issue of whether,qr not readlng is a purposeful behavior.

| As iong»ago as 1890,*William James acknowledded
_the 51gn1flcance of the questlon "Why’" in studylng
ibehav1or. In partlcular, James noted that how one
‘v1ews the.duestlon of "Why?n determlnes how one interprets
"mlnd if one concedes that "Why’" is a s1gn1f1cant
‘ questlon, then the ‘researcher concedes the exlstence ofo
"1nte111gence and rellglon."' To view the questlon of
"Why’"vas 1ns1gn1f1cant is to percelve behav1or as-
‘anomic, "so much mere mechanlcal Sproutlng from the
’past Such a- researcher, James wouldndescrlbe as an
atheist and a materlallst.v ‘

Thus, in terms of selectlng a llngulstlc or psych-‘
'ologacal paradlgm, one - must flrst reconcile whether'
the crlterla of reading behaV1or is to reflect an act .
of 1nte111gence or an act of a machlne. If one adopts
the former, then one would most llhely side W1th the‘
phenomenolovlca} approach to llngulstlcs and the/cou—
\n1t1v1st approach to. psycholo ‘On the other hand
he who - 1s an "atheist and materlallst" ‘would most leely
select a structurallst ‘paradigm of llngulstlcs and a
-behavxorlst or psychophyslcal approach to psychology '
in order tO\select crlterla for reading. ’
I the end, once a researc her has ascertalned

"Why?," he has a "broad ranoe of llngulstlc and pS}ChOlO“lC&;i
‘paradlgms to choose from *n order to. operatlonallze thls

"why.! Whlle manﬁ purpcses can be proferred for why .one

reads, these purposes can be subsdmed under three purposes
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dnderlying .all behavior. It is the purpose of thls'

paper to first briefly dellneate these three purposes. ,
This paper w111 then redefine one of these purposes. of

:“why" in terms of "what ‘An operatlonaladeflnltlon .

’and model will be proposed in the process., .

'ﬁgx Read? 'b_ o : S -
| Readlng serves three purposes' Obgeofiflcatlon,
imitatlon, and 1mag1natlon.' In obJectlflcatlon, an’
author: translates the meanlng %ggm of reality 1nto \
symbolic meanlng and form. When a person reads obgectlvely,
he attempts to. understand the. meaning and fonm ox reallty
via the author s medlated translatlon. In order to

achleve such Understandlng, the reader must translate

the dauthor®s meaning and form into a form interpretable

to the reader, from -which he;abstracis meanlng. In low
1evel obJectlflcatlon, the reader attempts to verlry .

that his meaning is the same as the author' S.° In high
;1eve1 obJectlficatlon, the reader attempts to verlry

‘~not only that hlS meanlna corresponds to- the author s,

‘but t&at the author s meanlng also corresponds to reallty 'S,

To study readlnc,as an obgectxfloatlon proceSs neces-
'sitates a cognitivist paradlgm, as the reader'is percelved
as an interpreter and- verlfler of an author!' s symbolic Torm.
In imitation, the:reader abstracts no meaning; he
‘simply duplicates or copies an author's form. In other
“words, the reader’ translates the author's form into his

own jinterpretable form, but abstracts no meaning from

“this form. "

To study readlng as an 1m1tatlon process 1ends -

o

| 1tse1f to the behav1orlst notlon of operant’ condltlonlncr

/-
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whereby'tﬁefelicited-reSponse is shaped.tocduplicate
a éiven etimulus. Since this 1nterpretat10n of readlng
lends 1tse1t to hl“h reliability in testlng,treadlng |
N ' ’_ is frquently operationally defined by/tests of imitation. A
o - Finally; in.imaginetion, the reader does'not'attempt
to verify thdt hlS meaning correSponds to the author's-
and reality's. Here the reader attempts to reconstruct
new forms and/or mez? Lngs based on the glven form. and
'~ meaning of an author and reality. 1In 1ma01nat10n, rather
'Q ; _ | ‘than trying to answer "“"What 1s’ " as he‘Qpes in ObJeCtlfl-
| catlon, the reader attempts to ansuer "hhat is p0551b1e’"
. To stuuy-readlng as an 1mag1nat10n process entalls

N ' a phenomenologlcal approach to the mind. Unlike ob-'

-

‘jectification or\lmltathn which can be medsured against ,.\i'
Somq'external or observable"criterion, imaginat&on must o
-~ be studied intuitively” Due to the dlttlculty of - deflnlng
-imagination operatlonally, psycholoﬂlsts havq/not made : . S |
_impre551ve galns "in understandlng thlS process (cf Holt,' &
1972) Except for a few responee—to-llterature studles
(cf Squlre,'1904), readlng reeearchers have 1arge1y
“1gnored reading as an 1mag1nat10n proceas.'
Given that paradlgms of imitation fail to'cqnsiderrj_
 reading;as‘a éeeniugfql proceSS‘end;pafadigms_of iméginatioh'
havc yet to be fcfmalized, this paper eﬁall proceed to Lk
_elabofate‘upon r-eac'_iin?r as an objectificatidn.process;_‘ |
In objectifying "obJectlflcatlon, "ob}ec;ification” \

w1ll be degined. operatlondily. . : i

. N : o
.

a . .

Operatlcmlall.'«:J.rur ObJectlflcatlon. o e

ObJectltlcatlon has been défined as the percelver s

ablllty to translate an author s form and meanlng 1nto

r . . . ) ’ -/-
: 4 s . /

8 S
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A/{a'form interpretable by the perceiver. 'The,perceiyer '
thenbabstracts‘meaning from this interpreted form.“

V Note, the author's form does.not necessarlly have to

be llngulstlc, it can be mathematlcal or graphlc. Sucn
a hypotheS1s assumes that one employs the same cognitive
-strategles to solve mathematlcal problems and understand

' p;ctures that one employs to 1nterpret symbollc represen—~
tation7

same information process1n procedures vhich- characterlze
, ;

In thls respect, readlng is subject to ‘the

all obJectlve understandlnv.
Within the past decade, a movement in psychology

-;has attempted to - -verify -such a synthetlc theory of
obJectlflcatlon.' Beginning with the worx of/Gough (1966),
psychologlsts became interested in. how people ObJeCtlfy l
not only linguistic but graphlc representatlon as. well,

' In 196y, Clarn proposed his "Llngulstlc Theory of Comp~

~'rehcns1on" which explalned not only how one comprehends
sentences, but plctures as well (cf. Clarn & ehase, 1972)
Clark's monel has underoone sllght modltlcatlon as ot
late. and has now emerged under the new title of the
"Constltuent Comparlson Model| of Comprenes51on.‘ﬁ Not

" ‘only does this latest model’account for how one obJectlvely
understands sentences and plctures, but also how one
solves mathematlcal problems.

ThlS model, as proposed. by Carpenter and Just (1975),
pOstulates that ObJECtlflCdtlon is a coo parlsod procedure,
e.g. comparlng incoming 1nformatlon to preslously stored,
or comparing two forms of 1ncom1nv 1nrormat1on. But before
1compar1son -is effected, the 1nformat10n to te: .com pared must

be formulated propositionally. Th1s means that before
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a sentence, plctu;e, or mathematlcal equatlon is understood;'
1t must be 1nterpreted as a relatlon structure COﬂSlStlﬁé
"of a predlcate and onf or more arguments._ To express such
a prop051tlon, Carpenter and Just use ‘the @onventlonal
notation, (PREDICATE ARGUMENT). Thus, the sentence,
"The dots are red," would have the partlal prop051t10nal
representatlou, (RED, DOTS), whereby redness is uhat is
predlcated of the dots: Since the pP&dlCﬂthﬂ can be
affirmed .or negated this sentence would have the full-
representatlon,_[AFF (RbD DOTS)] Negative pred;catlon.
of this sentence would be epresénted as fNEG; (RED, DOTS)].
To effect co parlson,Ta perceiver retrievesAaréuments
and predlcateq fr m a set of representatlons and compares
them in correspon 1ng palrs. The representation' prop-
051t10na1 structu e provides a descrlptlon of the order |
in:which; arduments and predlcates are comparea' Inner
vprop051t10ns are compared before outer pFOpOSltlonS..
Thus, in comparing the sentence, "The dots are red;," to
a picture of red dots, theiproposltlon Ered" is processed
'beforejthedaffirmative polarity marker. “As this find- v
.and~compare process‘is.a serial, iterative operation
'appllcable to representatlons with multlpie embeouln"s,
1t enables the model te be generallzed without adoltlonal
assumptlons. . - o e b
Underlying the comparison procedure is the assumptlon
that whe&ever a pair of constituents form a set of rep-
resentations which are inconuruent, the -entire ccmparison‘
. _process is reinitialiaed. To prevent the process trom,
A1ncessantly cycllng in 1nconarueucy, Carpenter and Just -

argue that on the first incongruent cycle, the constltuents
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are/};gged so that on subsequent recamparlbons the two

«

-r»~can be made congruent. ~ C , ‘ A
- ‘Since 1ncongruency necebbltateb a repetltlon -of : )
the comparison process, ‘the total number of comparison
L _procedures, and consequent]y the total latency, 1ncreases
- ' w1th the number of incongruencies, Moreover, an 1nconu' . &

. gruency that ‘occurs lateriln the comparlson process ylll

requlre a recomparlson of earller constltuents. This L o
;means that 1nc&ngruency occurrlng later Lﬂ the cycle
‘w111 entall more recomparlsons than 1ncongruency at an
earller stage. Thus total latency 1s a function not

only of the npm er of 1ncongruenc1es, but also uhere’

0,7 ;NN

1nconﬂruenc1eb occur, r

a

- ‘ A response ;ndex regulates congruency .and 1nconcruency
between conséltuénts. win verlflcatlop, the index has
two possible readlngs,’"true" and "faﬂse. Before the P
flPSt cycle has begun, thls lndex is: 5et to "trhe "o Aé - R

each incongruenc is encountered, 1ts\read1nu changes

: ' to conraspond to the new 1ntormat10n.‘ Althouah resetbzng e
o | “the reSponse 1nd¢xvdnd tagglng 1ncongruent COKSL tuents g
are necessary procedureb, they are as:umed to re*ulre ’
llttle time relative to the tlmp requlred to :1na and -
compare coustltuentb -and mahe them conﬂruent v '
By applylng this model to four condltlons'of_combéfihg
sentences to picﬁurés,~Cabpentef and Just‘illustrate
how the;mddel WOTAs in gractiég. In the simplest case,
the tfue'affirﬁative-benience, "The‘dops,are recz,”" is-
. eongruent with a picture \of red dots. The first comparison,
between the inner propositions, i.e. sentential and

pictorial '"red," results ih a match., The second comparison,

R | . . R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-compared and ‘they match. Th? next comparison, betkeen

first cycle, the pvopﬂbltluna of color are congruent

; L SIMONS' LAMENT
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. . : : . . R )
Lo ¥ . . . . I .

between the polarity markers, MAffirmative-Affirmative,®
also results in a match. Thus afféb~one'cycle of com~

par%ng two constltuentb, ‘“the truth lndex is set to "tvue"

-and this response is executed oy SRR o

In the false afflrmatlve case; the'sentence; "The
dots. are red ‘is compared to a picture of black dots.
Here the inner propos;tlons “of color mlamatch between

sentence and plcture. Tbl& Aismatch is detected. and

A tagg ed as 1ncongruent.‘ Thms nec&ssltateb recycling th

1nformat10n, setting the respanse 1ndex to "false." \dw,v

on the\second cycle, the tagged 1nner constituents ar¢

the pOldFlty markers, also ;esults in a match. Hence,

the rebponbe "falbe" is. exécuted atter a total of three i

.

constltuent comparlsons.~, ‘ o &

The next. most difficult condltlon is the false L

negative case whereby the sentence, "The dots arenit

red," is compared to a picture‘of red dots. On the

but the polarlty mdrhers are not., ThlS causes a ta.ging
of the mismatch conatltuean and ?elﬂAxlallZdtiﬂn ot the y
cycle. As_ the cycle benxnb\a second\szme, the response )
index is set to false. This" time conﬁ&uency is establlshad |
after two comparisons and the esponse, "false," is -
executed. " This prpcedurg thusS;nvolves four comparisons.,

| Finally, in the trué~negativeic»uu;tiua, L bauteﬁce,
"The dots aren't réu;“ is compared to a picture cf blacs:
dots. The incougruency between the color propositions

necessitate tagging, and recycling cosmparisons st this

‘level. On_the second cycle, while the other propositions

are now congruent, the polarity markers mismatch.. This again
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Jregquires a recycling' of the tagped censtmtuenﬁs, preceded by .
ahangxnw the response index ta "true*‘ As all the prop-
’a&ltxona ave now congruent cn the third cycle, the response,
C "Lrue " is exeautedﬁ/,ﬁt this go&nt a total of flve conw

h

»

;st;tabnt comparison as been made.
| _ The explanatory power of thl& madﬁl is 1mprebbxva.

; - X% n&t only- accounts for verification latencies £or,.
ﬁhﬂwﬁbdvg &gntenaea, but alse for verification of caunter~
factual clauses, impligit nc"dt;ves, unlv&rsal and partxc« o

ular uanaifiurs and sentence recadln « ‘As the fa mal ,
¥

2,
@truﬁtura of the mﬁdel seems to explain a brnad domiin : i
0& languag@ prcces&xng, one wauid assume thah it applies
ta visual comprehension; "or- rca&;ng as w&fi as &to aural - -

L 9
-

egmprehenblau&' , ‘o e : e
Thxa abaumptlan of a unzvsrsal cnmprehensxaﬂ medal

‘e

underlies mnny reading methodule 13@5* practzc& of . . © : .
teaching chxldﬁeu to read by r¢qumr1ng them to reaé alaudﬂ B
. Horeover, &ﬁ?ﬂral znfnrmal read@ng 1nventqueb, 1né;udina

TR Gan&man' m;bau& 1nv&ntmry} are ‘based . on the aaaumptlcn e .

"that a person's v1bual Qﬁﬁpfﬁhbublﬂﬂ abxl;ty is the samc, o
. _whether ous, ia rwad&u aloud or $llenxly In cth&r'uarua, e
| this assumption maintains that one's comprehenbmﬂn routine h
. of objectively underbﬁandlng sentences is the‘%ama no. . ' vf

-

matter what the reading procedure. . .
. This assumption has remained larﬂeiy'uatﬁﬁtéd due - :
ko the lacw’ of eriteris whicu huumu provide a ?3lld Op- | P
erational h@mﬁznﬁ yrugauurg Lt cump&r;n@ cemprehension oL S

re udlﬂ* aloud to. Feadang bxlentiyu iebenthul 1973), usdng -
3 & ¥ &3 ‘

- . Clerw {1$w9} b}ilugxgmm i sources tar uparatxunai criteria,
rﬁegﬁtly demonstrated ﬁhﬁﬁ‘thlb aaaumptman, in fact, is Lo
IR |

. B T~ % ,

ERIC o ’ - i b o

- & ‘
. . . , S . -
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. aloud did not access to this competence in a similar

. comprehenelon modes of readlnd .aloud, reading silently, .

T -  SIMONS' LAMENT
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invalid for ¥econd‘graders. 'A1€hough second graders
shaowed an uhderlyiné linguistic competence for reading
‘silentlY‘and~comprehending‘1anguage aurally, reading’

©

manger. v ) ' - .

_In order to further validate these flndlngs, the -
present study redeflned linguistic competence as the ’
ablllty to verlfy picture=-sentence comparisons in the
manner descrlbed by Carpenter and Just. The four sentence-
plct&re comparlsons mentloned prev1ously were used as
sourcee of the depehdent varldble, latency tlme., Should .
Carpenter and Just's model be a valid explanation of ‘
llngulstlc comprehen51on, then their predlcted 1atency

tlmes should be demonetrated ﬁor theﬂthree sentence . . .

and 115ten1ng, true éfflrmatlve comparisons should requlre
lese tlme than false afflrmatlve, false - afflrmatlve less |
time than ,false negatlve, ‘and false neaatlve less time
than true neoatlve compar;eone. o ‘

, Shoulddreadlng\aloua access differentlyrto 1iﬁcuistic L
competence than do readlnw siléntly and 115ten1nd,fthen :
the latency times for the four information, conditions . .

of reading'gloud ehould significantly exceed the four .. i
cdnditions, respectively. in readinU.slleatly and 1lsten1nUJ
'Moreover, if reading silently and llstenlng access to

the bdme uuuerlylnf 11nuulbtlc coupetence, then the}

should not dltter bl"nlIlCdﬂtly in their eatenc105 in each

“of thelr four reepectlve comparleon levels. . Should these
reeulte,be obta;ned,‘lt will constitute strongIQieproof’ .
‘of the one competence theor&“for»silen;'and nral -reading.

o

o
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+~  Experiment ‘ . : ' Tt

a

Method. The experiment involved verifying tkenty

sentence-plcture comparlsone for each of the four in-

_ formation condltlonb, for each of the three modes -of °

o sentence comprehenslon, for a total of 240 ver1f1catlon tasks.

+ To- adJust for the dlfference in speed between readlncr
511ent1y and- the-condltlons of hearing the sentences and
reading them aloud, ver1f1catlon was defined as the

number of mllllseconds after the sentences-had been pre-
sentend. SubJects were given 1800 mse¢ to- either

read or hear the, sentences after which a plcture was

_presented. ST : ’ _ S f

The stimulus sentence included: "The dots arerred"_

_and "The’ dots aren’t‘red " In add1tlon to "red " the
adjectives "bLack," "blue ™ and- "dreen" occurred as
color predlcates, with equal frequency. The plrture was
an array of 10 dots of one color, elther red, black,

blue, or green. - In the condltlons where the color predlcate

- .. of the sentence was 1nconaruent w1th the color predicate’
of “the ‘picture, the variety of 1ncongruent,dot colors
occnrred with gqual frequency. ' ' | )

In the visual COHdlthﬂS, each sentence - was tvped

'in elite type on one card on a separate card, a 4x4 E ’4~-;'

array of dots was. drawn w1th a felt t1p pen. The stimulus-

cards were then viewed in a tachletoscope at a dlstance

of as‘cm., In the aural condltlon, sentences were recorded

on a taperecorder. - ' /

 The experimenter initiated a trial by/pnshing a

.switch, and 500 msec. later the later the stimulus.sentence

. wWas bresented.;‘Subjects had 1800 msec in thch‘to establish
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sentence representation. Inythe risual conditions, sentences,
appeared in the upper channel ‘of the tach1stos¢ope and
disappeared after 1800 msec; . at the completlon of 1800 msec,
the picture appeared in the bottom channel. . The subJect‘ ;5@5
response was made US1ng a two-button decision_ apparatus.. o
~—The assignment of dominant hand@*fo the "true" button was
balanced agross subjects; By pushlng a button, the
subJect closed a m1crosw1tch termlnatlng the time measure- d
ment, ‘ , . '
The subjects were given three practice trials’for each
of tne‘three'modes'of sentence presentation prior to th;
experiment. SubJects were 1nstructed not to guess. The
"7subJects were 51xty students at The College of Arts and .
.?SCIGHCGS at Geneseo, New York. . ., )
Sentences comprlslng the four sentence-plcture
'_comparlson cond1t10ns~uere randomlged and then presented
in the same randomlzed order for all subJects. The order-
. dng of the different modes of sentence presentatlon were
;randomlzed from subgect to’ subJect 1n attempt to counter-»
balance any practlce efrects in the repeated measures. : Y
Results. ‘The laéenc;es fol erroneous responses were o
discarded, and thefsubjectﬁs scores for each'condition
and treatment was the mean of his correct latencies. . 2
An overall E'te5£ revealsbsignificance‘bethen treatments, hi!
g (3, 177)#98.7£3‘2 { .ul, and between leveﬂs, F (2, 118)= ' ﬁ
203.01, p < .0l. The residual proved 1n§1§u1f1cant,- o ‘
E (125 354)=1.53, p'> .0l. A Tukey's HSD fest at the .ol S
level is significant- above f'HSD 22. 96 ‘w1th df—39 In” '
applying this test to the different mean latencies between

condltlons for all three treatménts (see\Table 1), the latencles

6
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increaSe.signifdcantiy as thé‘number of necessary con-
stituent compariSons increases; the difference in mean
ilatenc1es between cond1t10ns are 215 msec, 291 msec,
and 174 msec for reading aloud 205 msec, 207 msec,
and 169/msec for readlng silently; and 212 msec, 240 MSEC,.
and 166 msec for\llstenlng.' These f1nd1ngs strongly
'support the ‘model's predlctlon that verification. time
increases linearly w1th the number of constltuent comparlsons.:
In applying Tukey s test in comparlng the latenc1es=
among the three treatments, no 51gn1f1cant dlfference'\
is demonstrated between reading silently and llstenlng, ‘
The difference between mean fatencies for the four conditions
_ cinlude: 19 msec, 16 msec,- 14 nsec, and 17 msec—-all of
g bwhlch are less ‘than 7/HSD 22.06, hence, B > ”01 However,
| in comparlntr the mean latenc1es of reading- silently and
11sten1ng to readlng aloud, the mean latencles ‘are 51gn1f- n
1cantly different for each condltlon, the lowest mean
‘dlfference being 139 msec in condltlon one, between ’
llstenlng and readlng 51lently. " This analysls further
'supports the f1nd1nés that although reading 51lently

and 11sten1na access to Ilnnulstlc competence 1n a 51m11ar[

manner, readlng aloud does not

: Dlscu551on and Concluslon

The fact that readlncr aloud accesses. to llnvulstlc

,comﬁetence in a manner dlfrerent from silent readlng and

listening raises the significant yuestion: How far can
one extend an operatlonal deflnlxlon before the assumption
that it applies eoually to a ranse of phe'iomena becomes.

: e
invalid? The present study ‘showed that glven two phenomena
- A r -
(5N
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as loglcally 1dent1cal as readlng aloud and readlng

81lent1y, the operatlonal deflnltlon of comparlng

{sentences to pictures does’ notvaggly equally.  This,

of course, raises the concomitanthuestipﬁ of hqﬁ valid
are present‘éohprehension tésts which purport to assess
comprehenalon but fail to- conblder the guestions. of
why one reads and what one reads. To simply assume

the why and’ what of réddlng is to construct’ meanlngless

o N
‘dependent varlables,‘unsupported by meﬁnlnarul criteria.

This paper ha arguéd that ¢riteria for operatlonallzlng

reading comes, frem three con51derat10ns' The purposes for

' readlng, the’ llngulstlc units 1nterpre£ed as ba51c,’and

the funddmental cognltlve proces;es assumed to underlle
readlng comprehen51on. ‘Three purposes of reading %ere
1dent1t1ed one reads to ObJeCtlf}, 1m1tate, or 1mag1ne.

In detlnLng obJectlrlcatlon operatlunally the ba51c
llngulbtlc unlts were described as prop051t10ns compnlsed f

=

of aréuments and predlcates. The fundamental cognLtlve

_processes for 1nterpret1ng these prop051t10ns 1ncluded

establlbhlng representatlons, comparlng conbtltuents,

“taggin 1nconﬂruenc1es, and readJustlng a response 1ndex.

" cession haverlmportant lmpllcatlons for reading research

. In short,Nli ‘one were, w1lllng to accept GDJectlflcatlon

as an 1mportant purpose of readlng, and Carpenter and Just'

model as a valid descrlptlon of this process, these con=

and methodology. Mdst important of these lmpllcatlons is

that readlnﬂ now has a set of crlterld u pon which to

B

build a paradlém. !‘, i
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Sentence: :
The dots arerred

Picture:

" . Red Dots.

. Sentence:

oo

Ciy
-

The dots are'red.
-Picture: . \
- Black Dots.

Sentence: .

The dots aren't ned.
Picture:

Red Dots.

Sentence.
The dots aren‘t red.

Picturef Black Dots.
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TABLE 1 ;
MEAN LATENCIES FOR FOUR CONDITIONS
OF COMPARING SENTENCES T0 PICTURES
AMONG THREE MODES OF SENTENCE PRESENTATIOV.
Reading Readlng Listening .
‘Aloud Sllently - '
1493'msecv 1336 meéw 1355 msec_'r
1708 msec 1541 msec 1567 msec
1999y msec 18%1 msec3b 1807 msec
. . L -,
12173 msec 1990 msec 1983 msec
.

¢ . . -
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